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Abstract 
Starting in the 1970s, frame analysis became a popular technique of textual analysis 
in different disciplines (communication, mass media, sociology). There is no agreed-
upon definition of frame analysis or of ways of measuring its key concepts. This 
paper explores the relationship between frame analysis and rhetoric. The paper 
reviews all main concepts developed in frame analysis. Concept after concept, it maps 
the correspondence between frame analysis and rhetorical concepts. It shows how 
frame analysis stopped short of developing what was really required to measure 
frames: tropes and figures. The analysis of a specific text confirms the power of 
rhetorical analysis for teasing out meaning systems and argumentative structures. 
 
2 
 
1. Frame Analysis: A Social Science Approach to Text 
When in 1972 Bateson included a rather obscure paper he had first written in 1954 in 
his collection Steps to an Ecology of Mind, he probably would not have predicted that 
³$7KHRU\RI3OD\DQG)DQWDV\´ZRXOGEHFRPHFHQWUDODFURVVGLIIHUHQWVRFLDOVFLHQFH
disciplines for the devHORSPHQWRI³IUDPHDQDO\VLV´:HRZHWR%DWHVRQWKHILUVW
conception of frame as a way to understand linguistic and metalinguistic messages 
³VLJQDOV´± a frame as a mechanism of inclusion and exclusion of parts of a message 
that both helps and shapes the understanding of that message. Goffman, following 
%DWHVRQLQWHUSUHWHGIUDPHVDV³VFKHPDWDRILQWHUSUHWDWLRQ´1 not just to texts but also 
to any communicative act or events in social reality. Frame analysis aims to 
investigate processes of signification by looking at the way meanings become 
functional to organize social experience. From these early beginnings, different 
disciplines, from psychology to artificial intelligence, communication and media 
studies, linguistics, political science, anthropology, and sociology, have produced 
different frame approaches.2 
In this paper, we focus on frame analysis in the two fields that have made the most 
significant contributions to the development of the framing conceptual apparatus: 
communication and media studies and sociology (social movement research, in 
particular). We trace both theoretical and methodological developments. We detail 
IUDPHDQDO\VWV¶ORQJHUDQGORQJHUOLVWRIZKDWWKHUHLVLQDWH[WDVWKH\JUDSSOHGZLWK
the operationalization of frames. We then show how 2,500 years of rhetoric would 
have provided frame analysts with a ready-made and more comprehensive list. With 
knowledge of rhetoric lost by the 20th century, frame analysts simply reinvented the 
wheel (as it often happens in the production of knowlHGJH%XWWKHIUDPHDQDO\VWV¶
wheel was missing the crucial parts found in rhetoric that would have allowed them to 
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measure frames exactly: rhetorical tropes and figures. The paper is not an exercise in 
epideictic rhetoric, of praising rhetoricians and blaming frame analysts. Rather, it is 
an exercise in a Foucauldian archeology of knowledge (tracing overtime, however 
briefly, the development of frame analysis) and of Latourian translation (mapping the 
knowledge produced in one field ± frame analysis ± into that of another field ± 
rhetoric).  
1.1. Media Frames 
The idea that media provide audiences constructed versions of reality has been central 
WRFRPPXQLFDWLRQPHGLDDQGFXOWXUDOVWXGLHV,Q7XFKPDQ¶V Making News, one of 
the most cited books in the field, we ILQGDQHDUO\XVHRIWKHZRUG³IUDPH´³1HZVLVD
window on the world. Through its frame, Americans learn of themselves and 
RWKHUV«´³WKHPHGLDVHWWKHframe LQZKLFKFLWL]HQVGLVFXVVSXEOLFHYHQWV´³QHZV
«LPSRVHVDframe for defining and constructing social reality.´3 The notion of frame 
ZDVWREHFRPHFHQWUDOZLWK*LWOLQ¶VThe Whole World is Watching, another extremely 
SRSXODUERRN³:KDWPDNHVWKHZRUOGEH\RQGGLUHFWH[SHULHQFHORRNQDWXUDOLVD
media frame,´WKHVH³VWUXFWXUHVRIFRJQLWLRQDQGLQWHUSUHtation,´WKH³WDNHQ-for-
granted conventional wisdom, the hegemonic definitions of how things are.´4 ³To 
IUDPH´(QWPDQZRXOGODWHUZULWHLQDGHILQLWLRQWKDWZDVWRVWLFN³is to select some 
aspects of a perceived reality and make them more salient in a communicating text, in 
such a way as to promote a particular problem definition, causal interpretation, moral 
evaluation, and/or treatment recommendation for the item described.´5 Frames, then, 
define problems, diagnose causes, make moral judgments, and suggest solutions. 
It is one thing to provide concepts and definitions and another to 
operationalize them. Tuchman and Gitlin take a qualitative approach to measuring 
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frames. Tuchman notes some of the linguistic characteristics of news6 ± short 
paragraphs and VHQWHQFHVLQVLVWHQFHXSRQIDFWVQHZVDVVWRULHVEXLOWDURXQG³WKH
who, what, when, where, why, DQGKRZ´7), story line in the past tense and headline in 
the present, but Tuchman is mostly interested in framing as the result of media as 
organizations (e.g., soft and hard news, location of news bureaus, journalists¶
professionalization)*LWOLQVLPLODUO\DSSOLHVD³TXDOLWDWLYHOLWHUDU\DSSURDFK´WRQHZV
PHGLDZLWKWKHDLPRIWHDVLQJRXW³WKRVHGHWHUPLQLQJEXWKLGGHQDVVXPSWLRQVZKLFK
in their unique ordering remain opaque to quantitative content analysis.´8 But 
contrary to Tuchman, Gitlin focuses on media content, rather than media 
RUJDQL]DWLRQVGHWDLOLQJWKH³IUDPLQJGHYLFHV´XVHGE\WKHNew York Times and CBS 
News to describe the SDS movement of the 1960s: from early trivialization, 
polarization, emphasis on internal dissention, marginalization, disparagement by 
QXPEHUVDQGE\PRYHPHQW¶VHIIHFWLYHQHVVWRODWHU³UHOLDQFHRQVWDWHPHQWVE\
government officials and other authorities; emphasis on the presence of Communists; 
HPSKDVLVRQWKHFDUU\LQJRIµ9LHW&RQJ¶IODJVHPSKDVLVRQYLROHQFHLQ
GHPRQVWUDWLRQVGHOHJLWLPL]LQJXVHRITXRWDWLRQPDUNV«FRQVLGHUDEOHDWWHQWLRQWR
right-ZLQJRSSRVLWLRQWRWKHPRYHPHQW´9 
Entman QRWHV³Despite its omnipresence across the social sciences and 
humanities, nowhere is there a general statement of framing theory that shows exactly 
how frames become embedded within and make themselves manifest in a text.´10 Yet, 
QRWKLQJLQ(QWPDQ¶VDUWLFOHVKRZVexactly how to measure frames, beyond generic 
remarks ³7KHWH[WFRQWDLQVIUDPHVZKLFKDUHPDQLIHVWHGE\WKHSUHVHQFHRUDEVHQFH
of certain keywords, stock phrases, stereotyped images, sources of information, and 
sentences that provide thematically reinforcing clusters of facts or judgments´
³FRQWHQWDQDO\VLVLQIRUPHGE\DWKHRU\RIIUDPLQJ´FDQKHOSIUDPHDQDO\VWV³LGHQWLI\
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DQGGHVFULEHIUDPHV´TXDQWLWDWLYHO\DVPDQLIHVWHGLQWH[WV.11 %\WKHWLPHRI(QWPDQ¶V
remarks on content analysis, Gamson had been toying for over a decade with content 
analysis as a way to measure frames quantitatively.12 
7DQNDUGHWDOVLPLODUO\³DWWHPSWWREULGJHWKHJDSEHWZHHQDTXDQWLWDWLYH
DSSURDFKDQGDTXDOLWDWLYHDSSURDFKWRWKHVWXG\RIQHZV´13 They bring to the issue 
of measurement standard principles of content analysis: random sampling of articles, 
FRGLQJVFKHPHPDGHXSRIPXWXDOO\H[FOXVLYHFDWHJRULHVFUHDWHGLQGXFWLYHO\FRGHUV¶
training and instructions, inter-coder reliability, quantification by counting 
occurrences of categories. They provide a lisWRI³IUDPLQJPHFKDQLVPV´EDVHGRQ
items ± headlines and kickers, subheads, photographs, photo captions, leads, selection 
of sources/affiliations, selection of quotes, pull quotes, logos, statistics/charts and 
graphs, and concluding statements ± and lisWDVHWRI³LQGLFDWRUV´EDVHGRQ³VSHFLILF
ODQJXDJHDQGDUJXPHQWV>WKDW@VHUYHDVLQGLFDWRUVIRUHDFKIUDPH´14 Tankard et al. tell 
XVWKDWWKHVHLQGLFDWRUVDUHFRQVWUXFWHGDGKRF³LQGXFWLYHO\´IRUVSHFLILFQHZV
domains but, unfortunately, do not tell us how they should be constructed. 
%XLOGLQJRQ*DPVRQ¶VZRUN3DQDQG.RVLFNLFODVVLILHGQHZVIUDPe in four 
structures: syntactical, script, thematic, and rhetorical.15 Syntactical structures refer to 
the arrangement of words and phrases into sentences; scripts to the narrative elements 
RIDWH[W³WKHIDPLOLDUILYH:VDQGRQH+LQQHZVZULWLQJZKRZKDWZKHQ, where, 
why, DQGKRZ´DVWUXFWXUHDOVRNQRZQDVVWRU\JUDPPDU.16 Thematic structures 
define how an issue, a theme, rather than actors and actions (a story), is discussed 
through hypothesis-WHVWLQJHOHPHQWVHJTXRWDWLRQVMRXUQDOLVWV¶UHSRUWV17 Finally, 
³>U@KHWRULFDOVWUXFWXUHV«describe the stylistic choices made by journalists in relation 
WRWKHLULQWHQGHGHIIHFWV´18 
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Subsequent framing research has UHOLHGRQ*DPVRQ¶VDQG3DQDQG.RVLFNL¶V
work for operationalization and measurement.19 Tankard¶V³OLVWRIIUDPHV´include 
headlines and kickers, subheads, photographs, photo captions, leads, selection of 
sources or affiliations, selection of quotes, pull quotes, logos, statistics, charts, and 
graphs, and concluding sections.20  
1.2. Collective Action Frames 
*DPVRQ¶VZRUNRQPHGLDDQGVRFLDOPRYHPHQWVZDVVHPLQDOLQWKH
development of both media and collective action frames. But it was Benford and 
Snow who provided the main theorization of collective action frames21, understood as 
³DFWLRQ-oriented sets of beliefs and meanings that inspire and legitimate the activities 
and campaigns of a social movement organization.´22 The complex taxonomy of 
collective action frames starts at the top with characteristic and variable features. 23 In 
turn, characteristic features comprise three core framing tasks24 25 ± diagnosis, 
prognosis, motivation ± and discursive processes; variable features concern those 
aspects of social movement frames that vary from movement to movement, from 
frame to frame, and comprise: problem identification and direction/locus of 
attribution (also, issues of interest), 26 flexibility and rigidity, inclusivity and 
exclusivity, 27 interpretive scope and influence,28 and resonance29 (in turn, made up of 
credibility30 and salience31).  
Three overlapping processes contribute to collective action frames: discursive, 
strategic, and contested.32 Discursive processes, part of frame characteristic features ± 
³WKHWDONDQGFRQYHUVDWLRQV«DQGZULWWHQFRPPXQLFDWLRQVRIPRYHPHQWPHPEHUV´33 
± consist of frame articulation and frame amplification.34 Frame articulation 
³LQYROYHVWKHFRQQHFWLRQDQGDOLJQPHQWRIHYHQWVDQGH[SHULHQFHVVRWKDWWKH\KDQJ
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together in a relatively unified anGFRPSHOOLQJIDVKLRQ´35 Frame amplification (or 
punctuation36) refers to the foregrounding and backgrounding of specific issues, 
events, and beliefs.37 Strategic or alignment processes whereby ³IUDPHVDUH
developed to achieve specific purposes±to recruit new members, to mobilize 
DGKHUHQWVWRDFTXLUHUHVRXUFHV´38and involve four strategic efforts: frame bridging 
³linking of two or more ideologically congruent but structurally unconnected 
frames´, frame amplification ³idealization, embellishment, clarification, or 
LQYLJRUDWLRQRIH[LVWLQJYDOXHVRUEHOLHIV´), frame extension (beyond DIUDPH¶V
primary interests to include issues and concerns deemed dear to its target audience), 
and frame transformation (changing old meanings and/or creating new ones).39 
Contested process deals with the contested nature of any construction of reality40 and 
consists of counterframing (alternative definitions and representations of reality41), 
frame disputes/contests (the conflict between frames and counterframes, between a 
PRYHPHQW¶s definitions of reality and that of its opponents42), and the dialectic 
between frames and events (the complex interaction between events and 
frames/ideology). 
Figure 1 provides a convenient visual representation of this complex taxonomy.43 
FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE 
By the early 1990s, this rich theoretical development on collective action 
frames was slowing down. Calls for more empirical work and applications of the 
concepts started multiplying.44 An empirical approach to frames raised two questions: 
1. In which loci do social movements concretely express frames? 2. How can scholars 
recognize frames and their various features in these loci? The first question led to 
texts: speeches, pamphlets, radio and TV talks, media news, interviews. And once in 
the realm of texts, in dealing with the second question, frame analysts found 
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WKHPVHOYHVEDFNWR*LWOLQ¶VDQG*DPVRQ¶VV\PEROLFGHYLFHV%XWWKH\DOVRSURSRVHG
new things, such as ³DUJXPHQWDWLYHVWUXFWXUHV´DQGWKHPDWLFFRPSRQHQWV45 and 
³PLFUR-GLVFRXUVHDQDO\VLV´± social role of actors producing the text, non-verbal cues 
of oral texts, interactional elements emerging in dialogical communication exchanges, 
and cross-references within the text ± and story grammars. 46 47 
Qualitative scholars have measured frames via snippets of texts, exemplary of 
specific frames. That is true even in cutting-edge empirical studies where frames 
RFFXS\DFHQWUDOUROHLQDSDSHU¶VH[SODQDWRU\PRGHO.48 It is also true in sophisticated 
quantitative papers that rely on content analysis to quantify features of texts while 
providing snippets as frame exemplars.49 Unfortunately, when content analysis is used 
in papers that pay attention to methodological issues50, the coding scheme is never 
published, so we do not know what was measured exactly.51 
2. Frame Analysis, Persuasion, and Rhetoric 
Much of what frame analysts do with texts has to do with persuasion52: whether to 
provide audiences with ready-made filters of reality or to win over public opinion and 
PLOLWDQWVWRDVRFLDOPRYHPHQW¶VFDXVH)RUWZHQW\-five hundred years the study of 
persuasion has been the realm of rhetoric, UKHWRULFDVWKH³DUVEHQHGLFHQGL´the art of 
effective speaking.53 And the purpose of effective speaking is persuasion, as Socrates 
WHOOV*RUJLDV³UKHWRULFLVDSURGXFHURISHUVXDVLon,´ (Plato, Gorgias, 453a) a refrain 
to become a commonplace. Would have frame analysts found anything useful in 
rhetoric? 
2.1. On Rhetoric 
Through the centuries, rhetoric has focused on different aspects of the art of 
persuasion: from the means of persuasive appeals, to the five canons of rhetoric, the 
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functional parts of a text (orations, senatorial or judicial, in classical times, and church 
sermons and letters in medieval times), and the stylistic embellishments of rhetoric 
(tropes and figures or schemes54). Let us briefly review next these rhetorical 
categories. 
2.1.1. Means of Persuasion 
Aristotle, in his Rhetoric, divided the rhetorical means of persuasion (persuasive 
appeals) into three kinds (1357a): logos, pathos, and ethos, respectively appealing to 
reason, through the use of logical arguments, emotions, and the RUDWRU¶VJRRG
character.55  
2.1.1.1. Anything Useful Here to Frame Analysts? 
Classical rhetorical means of persuasion would provide the broad framework for 
understanding key features of frame analysis. The core task of motivation, the 
rationale for engaging in ameliorative collective action, would find the basis for a call 
WRDFWLRQLQDQ\RI$ULVWRWOH¶VWKUHHPHDQVRISHUVXDVLRQ)UDPHDQDO\VWV¶UHDVRQLQJ
devices56 can be thought of as appeals to logos. After all,  
 
The aim of argumentation is not to deduce consequences from given premises; it is 
rather to increase adherence of the members of an audience to theses that are 
SUHVHQWHGIRUWKHLUFRQVHQW«><HW@DUJXPHQWDWLRQGRHVQRWDLPVROHO\DWJDLQLQJD
purely intellectual adherence. Argumentation very often aims at inciting action, or at 
least, at creating a disposition to act.57  
 
Nothing could be more true for collective action frames whose primary goal is a call 
to action. Ethos would similarly allow us to understand the frame variable feature of 
frame articulators¶credibility. 
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2.1.2. The Five Canons of Rhetoric 
The rhetorical tradition has handed down a five-fold classification of rhetoric, known 
as the five canons of rhetoric58: invention (finding what to say), arrangement (the 
functional parts of discourse and their sequential order), style or elocution (elocutio), 
how something is said, as opposed to what to say, the realm of invention, memory and 
delivery (how to remember speeches and deliver them in public through voice and 
gestures). /HW¶VUHYLHZthe canons of invention, arrangement, and style.59 
2.1.2.1. Invention: The topics 
³,QYHQWLRQ± Cicero writes in his De inventione (I.VII.9) ± is the discovery of valid or 
VHHPLQJO\YDOLGDUJXPHQWVWRUHQGHURQH¶VFDXVHSODXVLEOH´$QG that discovery relies 
on topics (Greek topoi, Latin lociOLWHUDOO\³SODFHV´&LFHURTopica I.II.7-8). Topics60 
were classified into common topics, consisting of those arguments that apply equally 
well to all three branches of rhetoric61 (judicial or forensic62, deliberative or 
political/legislative63, and epideictic or ceremonial64) and special topics for the 
specific branches.65 
2.1.2.1.1. Anything Useful Here to Frame Analysts? 
In the topics of invention frame analysts would have found many helpful concepts. 
Nearly all main frame concepts have equivalents in this part of rhetoric. Certainly, the 
special topics would provide the foundations of the framing tasks of diagnosis and 
prognosis. Diagnosis is similar to judicial (or forensic) oratory insofar as it expresses 
moral indignation by highlighting unjust conditions; and prognosis to deliberative 
oratory, with its future outlook and paired topics of good/unworthy and advantageous/ 
harmful. Epideictic rhetoric could explain the attributional function of frames as this 
function attributes blame to culpable agents (diagnosis) and moral responsibility for 
engagement in future collective action (prognosis). 
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 Among the common topics, definition and its subspecies, to the extent that 
they draw attention to how something is defined (e.g., an issue, an action), could help 
understand diagnosis and the punctuating function of the frame characteristic features 
since this function highlights specific societal elements. The common topic of 
relationship (particularly, cause/effect) can explain some frame characteristic features: 
diagnosis, to the extent that this involves the attribution of causality66 and, together 
with its subtopics of cause/effect, antecedent/consequence, contraries, and 
contradictions, articulation (discursive processes), the connection and alignment of 
events and experiences, and bridging (strategic alignment process). It can also explain 
such frame variable features as issues of interest and their attributions, since this 
function assigns effects to internal and external causes. Counterframing and frame 
disputes fundamentally involve the use of such subtopics of relationship as contraries 
(the relation between opposite elements) and contradictions. 
Topics are not mutually exclusive. Definition may involve relationship and 
comparison, and relationship and comparison often go together (particularly, 
similarity/difference and degree). That is certainly the case in amplification, a central 
rhetorical category and covering both res/issues (via comparisons, similarities, 
dissimilarities, opposites) and verba/words (via synonyms, heterosis or enallage, 
metaphor, variation in word form, equivalence).67 Amplification is behind such 
framing concepts as mobilizing potency, amplification (or elaboration), extension, 
and interpretive scope and influence. 
 To the extent that amplification and its contrary, attenuation, involve simple 
operations of addition and subtraction, rhetorical amplification can help explain frame 
transformation. More generally, rhetoric proposes four categories of change68 
addition, subtraction, transposition, and substitution. These are rhetorical strategies 
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for the manipulation and variation of discourse at various levels ± word forms, 
sentences, paragraphs, entire texts ± and across different levels of rhetoric from 
invention to style. 
 Finally, the topic of testimony, with its various subtopics, would help frame 
analysts understand some aspects of resonance, one of the frame variable features, 
notably, the credibility of frame articulators and empirical credibility. Narrative 
fidelity can also be increased through such external sources as testimony. 
2.1.2.1. Arrangement 
The idea that texts are characterized by distinct functional parts laid out in specific 
order goes back to the early days of rhetoric (Aristotle Rhetoric 1414b). A six-part 
division in introduction (exordium), narration (narratio), partition (the plan of the 
speech), confirmation (or proof, confirmatio), refutation (reprehensio), and peroration 
(or conclusion, conclusio) was to become standard.69 Narration/statement of facts, 
proof, and refutation are of particular interest for frame analysis.70 
2QHRI$SKWKRQLXV¶VUKHWRULFDOH[HUFLVHVprogymnasmata71) is on narration 
(tale) DQGLWV³VL[FRQVLGHUDWLRQVWKHSHUVRQDODJHQWWKHWKLQJGRQHDWZKDWWLPHLQ
what SODFHLQZKDWPDQQHUDQGIRUZKDWFDXVH´72 A narration ³VKRXOGEHEULHI
FOHDUDQGSODXVLEOH´73 A narration LVSODXVLEOHZKHQ³LWVHHPVWRHPERG\
characteristics which are accustomed to appear in real life.´74 ³>1@DUUDWLYHFUHGLELOLW\
[also] depends upon QDUUDWRU¶VDXWKRULW\´(Inst. Or. IV.2.125). The purpose of 
narration is not simply a statement of facts but persuasion (Inst. Or. IV.2.21, 31). As a 
UHVXOWVLOHQFHDQGHPSKDVLV(QWPDQ¶VVHOHFWLRQDQGVDOLHQFH75, must govern the 
choice of narrative facts (Inst. Or. IV.2.77, 83). 
³Confirmation or proof is the part of the oration which by marshaling 
DUJXPHQWVOHQGVFUHGLWDXWKRULW\DQGVXSSRUWWRRXUFDVH´$QGWKRVHDUJXPHQWV
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SHUWDLQWRERWK³DWWULEXWHVRISHUVRQV76 and of actions´77 78 ³7KHrefutation is that part 
of an oration in which arguments are used to impair, disprove, or weaken the 
FRQILUPDWLRQRUSURRILQRXURSSRQHQWVVSHHFK´79As Cicero tells his reader, 
UHIXWDWLRQUHOLHVRQWKHVDPHIRUPVRILQYHQWLRQRIFRQILUPDWLRQ³EHFDXVHDQ\
proposition can be attacked by the same methods of reasoning by which it can be 
VXSSRUWHG´80 
2.1.2.2.1. Anything Useful Here to Frame Analysts? 
In arrangement, frame analysts would have found more ammunition for their 
conceptual armory. The theory of circumstances, in narration and confirmation, would 
have given 3DQDQG.RVLFNL¶V81 and -RKQVWRQ¶V82 a solid foundation for their 
UHFRPPHQGDWLRQRIXVLQJ³VWRU\JUDPPDUV´WRXQFRYHUIUDPHV¶³VWUXFWXUDOHOHPHQWV´: 
the 7 loci of peristasisDVODLGRXWLQ$SKWKRQLXV¶Vprogymnasmata, are nothing but 
the five Ws and H of story grammars: Who, What, When, Where, How, and Why.83 
Narration would similarly help frame analysts with the variable feature of resonance. 
Both aspects of resonance ± credibility and salience ± depend upon characteristics of 
narration (it must be plausible or credible). In particular, empirical credibility depends 
XSRQWKHFLUFXPVWDQFHVRIWKHLVVXH6RPHRI4XLQWLOLDQ¶VUHPDUNVRQnarration shed 
further light on other aspects of frame analysis and their link to narration. QuLQWLOLDQ¶V
³QDUUDWRU¶VDXWKRULW\´LVQRWKLQJEXWIUDPHDUWLFXODWRUV¶FUHGLELOLW\6LPLODUO\&LFHUR¶V
DQG4XLQWLOLDQ¶VUHFRPPHQGDWLRQIRUQDUUDWLYHVLOHQFHDQGHPSKDVLVILQGVDSDUDOOHOLQ
social movement frames, in the highlighting of issues in both diagnosis and strategic 
processes (or alignment), where both amplification and transformation require 
backgrounding and foregrounding of issues. 
Confirmation and refutation would help shed light on aspects of contested 
framing process: counterframing and frame disputes. And refutation can depend upon 
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different forms of appeal: logical, emotional, ethical, or by the use of wit or 
eloquence.84  
2.1.2.3. Style: Rhetorical Figures 
Style, or elocution, is ³WKHPRVWLPSRUWDQWSDUWRIWKLVDUW>UKHWRULF@WRWKHH[WHQWWKDW
eloquence has taken its very name from it.´85 Not surprisingly, half of his Institutiones 
oratoriae (1711-1741) deals with style, particularly tropes and figures86 Tropes 
change the meaning of words or sentences, while figures (or schemates or the Latin 
figura) only change the order of letters in a word, or words in a sentence, leaving 
meaning unaltered. The number of figures grew to well over two hundred at the 
height of the Renaissance from the handful of original ³*RUJLDQILJXUHV´, only to 
shrink back in the twentieth century to the four master tropes87 and further down to 
metaphor only.88 For medieval and Renaissance rhetoricians, figures were not simply 
embellishments, linked to style only (lexis or elocutio). Figures were linked to all 
parts of rhetoric, from invention (through topics) to arrangement (different figures are 
more suitable for different parts of speech), from species of rhetoric (deliberative, 
judiciary, epideictic) to means of persuasion (pathos, logos, ethos).89 
2.1.2.3.1. Anything Useful Here to Frame Analysts? 
It is at the lowest level of rhetoric, in figures and their function in relation to broader 
rhetorical categories, that frame analysts would have found in rhetoric a range of 
useful tools of analysis ± tools useful not only for the development of frame analysis 
conceptual apparatus but also for the concrete measurement of frames with a variety 
of specific devices well beyond metaphors and generic catch phrases.  
Unfortunately, frame analysts stopped their conceptual development at the higher 
levels of rhetoric without delving into the detail of tropes and figures. The 
motivational framing task, for instance, would not just find an equivalent in abstract 
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rhetorical means of persuasion (or motivational call) but in specific figures (e.g., 
enthymeme, sorites, or syllogismus for logos; adhortatio, adynaton, or cataplexis for 
pathos; anamnesis, litotes, or paronomasia for ethos). Amplification is not the result 
of the use of abstract common topics (in particular, comparison and relationship), but 
of these topics expressed in specific figures.90 The point is: there is more in texts than 
*DPVRQ¶VPHWDSKRUVDQGJHQHULFFDWFKSKUDVHV 
 -RKQVWRQ¶VYLHZRIWKH³WH[WDVDKROLVWLFFRQVWUXFW´91 would have found a 
sympathetic ear among rhetoricians with their organic view of rhetoric as an 
integrated whole.92 +LVUHIHUHQFHWR³GLVFXUVLYHFXHV«WKHQRQYHUEDOFKDQQHOVRI
information «LQIOHFWLRQWRQHSLWFKFDGHQFHPHORGLFFRQWRXUVRIVSHHFK´ZRXOG
find in the rhetorical canon of delivery a rich tradition.93 Cicero dedicates nearly half 
of his Orator to the discussion RIWKRVHILJXUHVWKDWFRQWULEXWHWR³WKHWZRWKLQJVWKDW
SOHDVHWKHHDUVRXQGDQGUK\WKP´Orator 44-236; quote 163) The ³PLFUR-discourse 
DQDO\VLV´-RKQVWRQSURSRVHVWKHDWWHQWLRQKHDGYRFDWHVIRUWKHPLFUo aspects of text 
and their relationship to macro structures, finds parallels in rhetoric, in the complex 
relationship of tropes and figures with topics and species of rhetoric. An 
understanding of the categories of elocution/style would have also given greater 
FRQFUHWHQHVVWR3DQDQG.RVLFNL¶VJHQHULFUHIHUHQFHWRV\QWDFWLFDOVWUXFWXUHV.94 
Although syntax more appropriately belongs to grammar rather than rhetoric, several 
rhetorical figures deal with syntactical structures or, more generally, with linguistic 
elements of style.95 
TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE 
7KH³WUDQVODWLRQ´RIFRQFHSWVEHWZHHQIUDPHDQDO\VLVDQGUKHWRULFRI7DEOH
tells us at least two things: 1. Nearly all main concepts of frame analysis find an 
equivalent in rhetoric; 2. At the level of style, where rhetoric displays an impressive 
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array of tropes and figures organized in complex interrelations with all other parts of 
rhetoric (namely, species of rhetoric and topics), frame analysis is rather vague; at this 
level, they would have found a solution to (QWPDQ¶VTXHVWIRUPHDVXUHPHQW
exactitude (³exactly KRZIUDPHV«PDNHWKHPVHOYHVPDQLIHVWLQDWH[W´96) But for all 
the table says, it is silent about (QWPDQ¶VUHPDUNWKDW³IUDPHVKDYHDWOHDVWIRXU
locations in the communication process: the communicator, the text, the receiver, and 
WKHFXOWXUH´97And modern texts contain both words and images. In recent decades, 
³YLVXDOUKHWRULF´KDVEURXJKWLPDJHVLQWRWKHUHDOPRIUKHWRULF6HFRQGUKHWRULFKDV
OLWWOHWRVD\DERXWWKHUHFHLYHU³IUDPLQJHIIHFWV´&ODVVLFal rhetoricians were 
certainly aware of the effect of words on the audience ± after all, that was the point of 
rhetoric, with its different forms of appeal based on logos, ethos, or pathos. But 
rhetoric does not go much beyond insightful observations about the psychology of an 
DXGLHQFHHJ³QRWKLQJGULHVIDVWHUWKDQWHDUV´UHSHDWHGOLNHDUHIUDLQ98). Finally, 
rhetoric has nothing to say about one of the components of contested framing process: 
the dialectic between frames and events, and more specifically how media frames 
may affect events ± a modern problem linked to the study of media effects. 
 
3. Frame Analysis and Rhetoric Confronting a Text 
Most frame analysis publications are either theoretical or rely for their empirical 
analyses on large samples of documents for which we know neither sources nor 
coding schemes. Gerhards and Rucht uniquely analyze two leaflets reported in their 
article.99 While mostly interested in understanding the production side of the leaflets 
and the socio-historical context of the network of mobilizing groups represented by 
WKHOHDIOHWVXQGHUWKHVHFWLRQ³)UDPLQJWKH,VVXH´*HUKDUGVDQG5XFKWDOVRDQDO\]H
HDFKOHDIOHWIRU³the system of meaning UHSUHVHQWHGE\WKHVHWH[WV´DQG³WKH
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argumentative structure of the master frames.´100 Unfortunately, in the pursuit of 
these objectives, Gerhards and Rucht make little use of linguistic and rhetorical 
FDWHJRULHVUHO\LQJLQVWHDGRQ$[HOURG¶VPHWKRGRIDQDO\VLVRIGHFLVLRQ-making 
processes. And more interested in hypotheses than on textual characteristics, they 
identify the diagnostic, prognostic, motivational frames on the basis of a generic 
analysis of what the leaflets say. 
What about rhetoric? What would rhetoric analysis find in these leaflets? To 
DQVZHUWKDWTXHVWLRQOHW¶VIRFXVRQRQHRf the leaflets published by Gerhards and 
Rucht.101 /HW¶VEUHDNXSWKHWH[WLQLWVUKHWRULFDOSDUWVRUJDQL]HGOHIWWRULJKWIURP
general to specific: means of persuasion, species of rhetoric, parts of speech, topics of 
invention, rhetorical figures (Table 2).  
TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE 
Dealing with war and the ³just´the text belongs to deliberative rhetoric. There are 
also strong accusatory notes typical RIDQRUDWRU¶VGHIHQVHRUSURVHFXWLRQRIDQ
accused on trial, the accused being United States President Ronald Reagan, with a 
long list of accusations (figure of accusatio) ± a Reagan standing for broader US 
government imperialistic policies via the rhetorical figure of personification 
(personificatio/prosopopoeia). The main accusation is laid out right at the start: 
5HDJDQZDQWV³WRPDNHWKH86$WKHXQGLVSXWHGZRUOGDQGPLOLWDU\SRZHU´7KDWLV
what frame analysts would call the leaflet master frame. Epideictic rhetoric of blame 
(Reagan, Kohl, German Senate, RDF, IMF) and praise (Gorbachev, German people) 
is also present. Hence, the text is a rhetorical hybrid between different types of 
discourse.102  
The leaflet displays short sentences (brevitas)103 that, together with the 
use of such figures as asyndeton (lack on conjunctions) and zeugma (one word 
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governing a set of other words (especially diazeugma, the same subject for 
different verbs), hurry the reader along to the final destination: the demonstration 
of Thursday June 11 and the Peace and Action Day of Friday June 12 in the city 
centre. To persuade the reader to join in, the leaflet uses a combination of logos 
and pathos, reason also being couched in emotional tones. Logos relies on a set of 
topics of invention used recurrently: topic of relationship, with subtopics of 
contraries, of causes/consequences, and of antecedents/consequences; topic of 
comparison, with subtopics of degree and of similarity/difference; topic of 
division, with the subtopic of whole/parts. Twice, the leaflet also recurs to 
paradoxical reasoning (via the figure of enantiosisHJ³GHVSLWHWKH IDFW´³LQ
VSLWHRIWKHIDFW´). 
The column of Table 2 on Parts of speech shows that the leaflet opens with 
UHIXWDWLRQ³:HVD\QRWR5HDJDQ¶VSROLWLFV´,WWKHQPRYHVWRDVWDWHPHQWRIIDFW 
(5HDJDQ¶VYLVLWWR%HUOLQ), followed by a non-contiguous sequence of 
refutation/peroration, of what the organizers want and do not want. The brief leaflet 
does not contain a separate narrative part (narratio), although several sentences 
comply to the narrative form of someone doing something pro/against someone 
else.104 That sequence is made all the more forceful via the extensive use of several 
figures: anaphora (repetition of the same set of words at the beginning of different 
sentences) applied to both refutations and perorations, rejections and demands; 
amplificatio, the heaping of accusations, rejections, and demands, expressed almost in 
the form of enumeratio (we numbered the items in each enumeration to highlight the 
use of this figure). 
Anaphora plays a key role in the text. But the sequences of repeated words 
alternate non-contiguously to produce a very strong effect: ³ZHVD\QR«ZHGHPDQG
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«ZHVD\QR«ZHGHPDQG«ZHVD\QR«ZHGHPDQG«ZHZDQW«ZHGRQ¶W
ZDQW«ZHZDQW«ZHZDQW.´The consistent repetition of some key pleas (stop 
militarization, war, oppression, exploitation) gives anaphora the characteristics of 
epimone, a figure of pathos based on repetition of pleas. Epimone combines with 
several other figures of pathos used throughout the text to give the leaflet an intense 
emotional appeal: exclamatio/ecphonesis, i.e., the exclamation marks used in some of 
the enumerations, indignatioLHWKHDURXVDORIWKHUHDGHU¶VVFRUQDQGLQGLJQDWLRQ
enargia, the use of vivid language, amplificatio (amplification or expansion) by 
climax (amplification by degrees) leading to cohortatio (amplification intended to 
DURXVHWKHUHDGHU¶VLQGLJQDWLRQDQGILQDOO\anacephalaeosis or accumulatio, the 
summaries provided after enumerations throughout the text, especially epiphonema, 
the striking summaries in epigrammatic form (e.g., ³DUPVGRQRWRQO\NLOOLQZDU´ 
It is through this deep structural, non-contiguous, sequential pattern of figures, 
based on a mixture of rational and emotional appeals to the reader, played out at 
various levels of rhetoric, that the leaflet builds its argument in a simple but powerful 
way where points are repeatedly hammered away, as perhaps appropriate for a leaflet 
PHDQWWRPRELOL]HSHRSOHLQWRDFWLRQ³ZHDUHFDOOLQJIRUDGHPRQVWUDWLRQ´ 
When viewed in light of the broad gamut of rhetorical categorieV*DPVRQ¶V
reliance on metaphors and catch phrases for the analysis of texts appears quite 
limited. Metaphors and catch phrases, while present in the leaflet, play only a minor 
UROHLQWKHWH[W1ROHVVOLPLWHGLV*HUKDUGVDQG5XFKW¶VDQDO\VLVRIWKHOHDIOHW¶V
master frame and diagnosis, prognosis, motivation framing strategies. Rhetorical 
DQDO\VLVZDVIDUPRUHHIIHFWLYHWKDQ$[HOURG¶VPHWKRGLQEULQJLQJRXWWKH
argumentative structure of the leaflet, in identifying the range of rhetorical categories 
used. The same is true for the core framing tasks of diagnosis, prognosis, motivation. 
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Blame and causality ± the defining features of diagnostic framing ± clearly stand out 
in Table 2. The repeated petitions105 ³ZHZDQW´³ZHGHPDQG´DORQJZLWKWKH
rejections, ³ZHGRQ¶WZDQW´PDNHFOHDUWKHRUJDQL]HUV¶YLVLRQIRUWKHIXWXUHRI%HUOLQ
and Germany (and of the entire humanity) and what needs to be done: prognostic 
framing. Rhetorical analyses also show that motivational framing relies on a mixture 
of pathos and ethos for its call to action. Finally, epideictic rhetoric and the figures of 
commiseratio (expression of sympathy) and accusatio (accusations) provide the tools 
for understanding frame bridging, of friends and foes. 
Content and form would allow us to understand the real power of rhetorical 
DQDO\VLV&RQWUDU\WR*HUKDUGVDQG5XFKW¶VZKRZRUNGLUHFWO\ZLWKWH[WFRQWHQW
rhetorical analysis abstracts content (column 1 of Table 2) into formal categories of 
varying levels of abstraction (columns 2-6). Yet, filling out the table cells is not an 
easy task. Texts do not come conveniently tagged for their underlying rhetorical 
categories (or frame categories, for that matter). On one side, you have texts. On the 
other, a daunting list of some 200 figures with names that are hardly illuminating.106 
As Brandt puts it: ³$P,VXSSRVHGWROHDUQWKLVTXDQWLW\RIEDUEDURXV>UKHWRULFDO@
terms and the definitions ± often very imprecise ones ± that go with them, and then 
apply a grid of that DPSOLWXGHLQDQDQDO\VLVRIWH[WV"´ 107 And if Brandt, himself a 
rhetorician, would have troubles fitting text into barbarous and imprecise rhetorical 
terms, what are the chances that the undergraduate college student typically involved 
in frame analysis projects could do better?108 
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4. Frame Analysis and Rhetoric: A Missed Opportunity for a Fruitful 
Encounter? 
Dealing with persuasion and texts, surely, frame analysts should have come across 
rhetoric. But anyone looking for rhetoric in the large body of scholarly work produced 
by frame analysts will be disappointed. Rhetoric only makes fleeting appearances. In 
a rare glimpse on the relation between frame analysis and rhetoric, Gamson and Lasch 
VXJJHVWWKDW³WURSHVRUILJXUHVRIVSHHFK´SURYLGHDQDOWHUQDWLYHWHUPLQRORJ\IRU
framing devices.109 Similarly, Pan and Kosicki write: ³5KHWRULFDOVWUXFWXUHVRIQHZV
discourse describe the stylistic choices made by journalists in relation to their 
LQWHQGHGHIIHFWV´110 But beyond these cursory references to rhetoric, frame analysts 
have ignored rhetoric. Gerhards and RXFKWLQDVWXG\WKDWGHDOVZLWK³DUJXPHQWDWLYH
SHUVXDVLRQ´111 QHYHUXVHWKHZRUG³UKHWRULF´DQGQHYHUPHQWLRQ3HUHOPDQ¶VRU
7RXOPLQ¶VZRUNRQDUJXPHQWDWLRQWZRRIWKHPRVWLPSRUWDQWWZHQWLHWK-century 
developments in rhetoric.112 Gerhards and Rucht are hardly alone in their neglect of 
rhetoric. As Table 3 shows, references to rhetoric are rare in the frame analysis 
literature, and in any case with no more than a handful of lines at best. Instead, 
gropingly looking for answers to their quest, frame analysts introduced new concepts 
and new terminology (but with an impoverished content) for very old ideas. 
TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE 
This is hardly surprising. After all, a process of ³VXSSUHVVLRQRIUKHWRULF´that 
had started in the nineteenth century,113 E\³the beginning of the twentieth century´
KDGHQGHGLQWKH³great shipwreck of rhetoric.´114 In 1936, Richards would tell his 
%U\Q0DZUDXGLHQFH³6RORZKDV5KHWRULFVXQNWKDWZHZRXOGGREHWWHUMXVWWR
dismiss it to Limbo than to trouble ourselves with it.´115 And in 1970, Barthes felt 
³REOLJHG´WRSXEOLVKUXGLPHQWDU\QRWHVRQUKHWRULFDILHOGRINQRZOHGJHWKDWKDG
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GLVDSSHDUHGDQGZDV³SRRUO\NQRZQ.´116 So, twentieth-century social scientists 
working on frames were in good company in largely ignoring rhetoric or in narrowly 
and generically focusing on metaphors as a means to study frames. Ironic perhaps that 
Google Ngram Viewer data would show the steep, rising popularity of rhetoric and 
metaphor starting in the 1980s, and for a couple of decades thereafter, confirming 
Genette view of a shrinking down of rhetoric to metaphor.117 Notwithstanding, frame 
analysts ended up reinventing the wheel; but stopping short of developing what was 
UHDOO\UHTXLUHGWRPHDVXUH³exactly KRZIUDPHV«PDNHWKHPVHOYHVPDQLIHVWLQD
text,´118 the vast array of rhetorical tropes and figures. Perhaps a missed opportunity. 
$VIRUUKHWRULFLDQVWKH\PD\IHHOERWKUHOLHYHGWKDWWKHLUGLVFLSOLQHVXUYLYHG³WKH
JUHDWVKLSZUHFN´DQGYLQGLFDWHGWKDWIUDPHDQDO\VWVZRXOGGLVFRYHUXQNQRZLQJO\D
taxonomic system quite similar to, yet not as sophisticated as, the one they had been 
writing about for hundreds of years; the very unchanging nature of rhetoric the best 
³SURRIWKDWWKHV\VWHPZRUNHGWRHYHU\RQH¶VVDWLVIDFWLRQ´119  
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Printed Primary Sources 
The internet is an important source for original documents (e.g., Google ebooks 
http://books.google.com/ebooks, Internet Archive http://www.archive.org/, OAIster 
http://www.oclc.org/oaister/, Corpus Grammaticorum Latinorum 
http://kaali.linguist.jussieu.fr/CGL/search.jsp, Gutenberg Project 
http://gutenberg.us/Renascence_Editions.htm, Gallica, the French National Library, 
http://gallica.bnf.fr/, the Bavarian State Library http://www.bsb-
muenchen.de/Aktuelles-aus-der-Bayerischen-
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Staatsbibliothek.14+M57d0acf4f16.0.html, Early English Books Online 
http://eebo.chadwyck.com/home, Dana Sutton www.philological.bham.ac.uk 
http://www.philological.bham.ac.uk/bibliography/index.htm). Collection, in Latin, of 
classical texts (Halm 1863); partial English translations of medieval texts (Copeland 
and Sluiter 2009) and of Renaissance texts (Rebhorn 2000). 
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Frame Analysis Rhetoric 
The text (Symbolic devices and more) 
Symbolic devices/rhetorical structures120  Rhetorical canon of style  
Reasoning devices/thematic devices/argumentative structures121 
Logos (persuasive appeal) 
yntactical structures122  Grammar/Syntax  
Script /Semantic structures123  Rhetorical canon of arrangement  
Linguistic elements124  Rhetorical canon of style, persuasive 
appeals 
 
The broader picture 
Frame characteristic features125   
  Core framing tasks 
      Diagnosis Judicial, or forensic, oratory, epideictic 
rhetoric, common topics of definition 
and relationship  
      Prognosis Deliberative oratory  
      Motivation Persuasive appeals, canon of 
invention 
   Discursive Processes  
      Articulation Common topic of relationship  
      Amplification (or punctuation) Common topics of definition, 
comparison and relationship, Four 
categories of change 
         Value amplification 
         Belief amplification 
Frame variable features126   
   Problem Identification and Direction/Locus of Attribution; Issues of 
interest 
Common topic of relationship and its 
subtopics cause/effect, 
antecedent/consequence, contraries, 
and contradictions, articulation 
   Flexibility/rigidity, Inclusivity/exclusivity Narration 
   Interpretive scope and influence Amplification 
   Resonance Common topic of testimony, narration 
      Credibility Common topic of testimony 
         Consistency Common topic of testimony 
         Empirical credibility Common topic of testimony  
         Credibility of frame articulators Common topic of testimony 
      Salience Narration 
         Centrality Narration 
         Experiential commensurability Narration 
         Narrative fidelity Common topic of testimony, 
Narration 
Framing Processes127   
   Discursive Processes Common topic of relationship and its 
subtopics cause/effect, 
antecedent/consequence, contraries, 
and contradictions, articulation 
   Strategic (or alignment) processes Common topic of relationship and its 
subtopics cause/effect, 
antecedent/consequence, contraries, 
and contradictions, articulation 
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      Bridging  Common topic of comparison 
      Amplification Common topics of comparison and 
relationship, Four categories of change  
      Extension Common topics of division, definition, 
comparison  
      Transformation Four categories of change  
   Contested Processes  
      Counterframing Subtopics of relationship as contraries 
and contradictions, confirmation and 
refutation 
      Frame disputes Subtopics of relationship as 
confirmation and refutation 
      Dialectic between frames and events Not pertinent 
Table 1: Frame Analysis and Rhetoric: Main Concepts Side-by-Side128 129 
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Original leaflet text 
Means of 
persuasion 
Species of 
rhetoric 
Parts of 
speech/Dispositio 
Topics of invent
     
:HVD\QRWR5HDJDQ¶VSROLWLFV  Deliberative 
oratory 
refutatio  
President Reagan is coming to Berlin 
(West) for its 750th anniversary 
  exordium  
He represents interests in the USA which 
will stop at nothing in their efforts to make 
the USA the undisputed world and military 
power. 
 
deliberative/epid
eictic 
(unworthy/blame 
Reagan) 
  
[1] Billions of dollars are being spent for 
continually new arms programs. 
[2] New strategies for waging war are 
constantly being developed in the USA 
and in the NATO.  
[3] Finally the Reagan administration in 
threatening all of humanity with its SDI 
plans. 
Logos   
Topic of definition
common topic of di Æ
subtopic of whole
 
Reagan is trying to bury the Soviet Union 
in the arms race 
Logos  
 
 
 
despite the fact that Gorbachev has made 
far-reaching disarmament proposals. 
 
deliberative/ 
epideictic 
(good/praise 
Gorbachev) 
 
common topic of r
Æ subtopic of cont
Kohl and Reagan have shown in the past 
that they want to jointly continue the 
GLVDVWURXV³FUXVDGHDJDLQVWWKH(DVW´ 
 
deliberative/  
epideictic 
(unworthy/blame 
Kohl & Reagan) 
 
common topic of c
Æ subtopic of 
similarity/differenc
We demand that  
[1] the federal government takes seriously 
the demand that a war should never be 
started from Germany territory and  
[2] finally introduce concrete steps toward 
disarmament. 
   
common topic of di Æ
subtopic of whole
 
Arms do not only kill in war.     
The worldwide consequences stemming 
from the lunacy of the arms race can no 
longer be ignored. 
logos & 
pathos 
  
common topic of r
Æ subtopic of caus
[1] Poverty, 
[2] reduction of social services, 
[3] mass unemployment 
[4] and impoverishment characterize the 
social climate 
   
common topic of di Æ
subtopic of whole
 
Women, more than half of humanity, are 
especially affected. 
Logos & 
pathos 
  
common topic of c
Æ subtopic of degr
Complete equality for women ± for all 
people ± cannot be achieved under these 
conditions. 
Logos   
common topic of r
Æ subtopic of caus
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We say no to this type of politics and its 
consequences. 
  refutatio  
We demand 
[1] disarmament in West and East! 
[2] An immediate sweeping atomic test 
ban treaty! 
[3] The immediate removal of all medium 
range missiles in Europe! 
[4] No militarization of outer space! 
pathos  peroratio 
common topic of di Æ
subtopic of whole
 
The Reagan Administration declared the 
entire third world to be its sphere of 
LQWHUHVWDQGSOD\V³ZRUOGSROLFHPDQ´ 
    
For example: 
[1] It bombed Libya using the bombing of 
WKH%HUOLQGLVFRWKqTXH³/D%HOOH´DVDQ
excuse. 
[2] It shot up Beirut, 
[3] got rid of the government in Grenada 
[4] and mined the harbors in Nicaragua, 
[5] openly supported the Contras, 
[6] and supported the racist white 
government in South Africa for strategic 
reasons. 
logos 
deliberative/ 
epideictic 
(unworthy/blame 
Reagan) 
accusatio  
common topic of di Æ
subtopic of whole
 
>@7KHFRXQWULHVRIWKH³WKLUGZRUOG´DUH
exploited  
[2] and forced into submission  
logos   
common topic of r
Æ subtopic of 
antecedents/cons
with the help of the  
[1] International Monetary Fund (IMF) and  
[2] rapid deployment forces.  
 
deliberative/epid
eictic 
(unworthy/blame 
RDF & IMF) 
  
This forces millions of people to leave 
their homelands. 
    
We say no to this policy!   refutatio  
We demand: 
[1] Hands off Nicaragua, stop the US 
aggression in Central America! 
[2] No support for the Apartheid regime! 
[3] No weapons deliveries in the war on 
the Persian Gulf! 
[4] The cancellation of support 
agreements (WHNS) for intervention in 
the third world! 
pathos  peroratio   
A 750th anniversary celebration without 
Reagan is inconceivable for the Senate 
 
deliberative/epid
eictic 
(unworthy/blame 
German Senate) 
 
common topic of r
Æ subtopic of cont
and this is in spite of the fact that they 
could see the extent to which his political 
position was rejected by the people of 
logos 
deliberative/epid
eictic 
(good/praise 
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Berlin in 1982 German people) 
[1] The social and political conflicts in this 
city 
[2] but also the political scandal of 
5HDJDQ¶V,UDQ-Contra affair, 
are to be pushed aside in the course of 
the big celebration. 
  
Silence (pushed aside) 
and emphasis (big 
celebration) 
common topic of r
Æ subtopic of cont
[1] The struggle for the 35-hour workweek,  
[2] the mobilization against the removal of 
rent controls,  
[3] the discussion over the national census  
[4] and the reduction of democratic rights 
are on the agenda for 1987. 
   
common topic of di Æ
subtopic of whole
 
We want to make this clear in the next few 
days 
    
>@:HGRQ¶WZDQWWKLVFLW\WREHXVHGDVD
base for the ³VWUXJJOHDJDLQVWHYLO´ 
>@:HGRQ¶WZDQW³FROGZDU´VORJDQVZLWK
nationalistic undertones to be broadcast 
from this city.  
  refutatio  
Berlin (West) cannot fall back into the role 
RID³WKRUQLQWKHIOHVK´   
 
 
 
We want Berlin (West) to be: 
[1] A city of peace and reduced tensions! 
[2] A center of understanding and balance! 
[3] An open city for the victims of war, 
exploitation and repression! 
logos & 
pathos 
 
 
peroratio 
 
common topic of di Æ
subtopic of whole
 
We want Berlin (West) to finally enter the 
worldwide city partnership with Hiroshima 
and Nagasaki to do away with all atomic 
weapons. 
  
peroratio 
 
common topic of c
Æ subtopic of 
similarity/differenc
 
Table 2: Rhetorical Analysis of a Leaflet Analyzed by Gerhards and Rucht (1992) 
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Year Scholar Rhetorical 
concept/term 
N. 
Sentences 
N. Paragraphs Page 
1983 
Gamson and Lasch 
Tropes or figures of 
speech  
1  399 
Metaphor 1  399 
1989 Gamson and 
Modigliani 
Metaphor 3  2, 3, 13 
1992 
Gerhards and 
Rucht 
Persuasive 
communication 
Argumentative 
persuasion 
1 1 
574, 
586 
1993 
Pan and Kosicki 
Syntactical structure 
 1 60 
5  63 
Story grammar 1  60 
Rhetorical structure 
 1 61 
3  63 
Metaphor 1  61 
Lexical choices 
 1 62 
3  64 
2001 Tankard Metaphor 1  99 
2002 
Johnston  Story grammar 
1  62 
 1 78 
Table 3: Rhetorical Concepts/Terms Mentioned in Framing Literature131 
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Figure 1: Graphical Representation of Frame Concepts According to the Social 
Movement Literature 
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